INTRODUCTION
To locate flowers, insects use a variety of visual and olfactory cues such as flower color, shape, movement and scent (Faegri and van der Pijl 1971) . In addition, other insects on the flowers may also serve as cues that either attract or repel prospective foragers. First, foragers might avoid occupied inflorescences because: 1) there is a high probability that other flowers on the inflorescence have been recently exploited (Pleasants and Zimmerman 1979, Zimmerman-1981) ; 2) of the potential loss of time and energy due to aggressive encounter with the occupant (Kikuchi 1963 , Decelles and Laroca 1979) ; 3) the occupant might be an enemy (e.g., thomisids, phymatids, etc.). Thus, when flowers are abundant, unoccupied inflorescences may yield a greater quantity of energy and/or nutrients per unit effort. If so, the distribution of foragers across inflorescences should be regular or underdispersed, i.e., there should be more inflorescences with only one insect than expected on the assumption of a random distribution.
Existing evidence also suggests that a second hypothesis is tenable. Prospective foragers may be attracted by floral occupants because: 1) the presence of other foragers indicates that resources are available on the inflorescence; 2) the occupants themselves are sources of pollen to some foragers Winston 1978, Thorp and Briggs 1980) . If insects are attracted to occupied inflorescences, then their distribution across inflorescences should be over-dispersed.
*Manuscript received by the editor October 20, 1981 Psyche [Vol. 88 In this paper we use data for insects foraging on plantings of commercial sunflowers (Helianthus annuus L.) and onions (Allium cepa L.) to test these hypotheses.
An additional question of interest is whether bee species differ in their distribution across flowers. For example, Benest (1976) has suggested that honeybees (Apis mellifera L.) are more tolerant of joint foraging than are bumblebees (Bombus sp.) and Kalmus (1954) reported that honeybees tend to form clusters at artificial feeding sites. Group foraging, leading to clumped distributions on flowers has also been reported for several tropical bee species (Frankie and Baker 1974 The data were transcribed to number of flower heads with zero, one, two, etc. insects and then compared with values expected on the assumption of a Poisson distribution (Southwood 1978) . The Poisson series describes a random distribution and is written Px(k) e-(k/K!) where e base of Napierian logarithms, and Px is the expected number of flower heads with k insects (k 0, 1,2,---). The parameter , is estimated by the mean number of insects per flower head. For the Poisson distribution, the mean and variance are equal, and an indication of the dispersion of insects across flowers is given by the coefficient of dispersion (C.D. s2/). When C.D. is >1.0 the dispersion is clumped or contagious; and when <1.0 dispersion is regular or repulsed (Southwood 1978) . The expected and observed distributions were tested for significance using the x 2 test (Zar 1974 Waddington (1976) also concluded that halictid bees were foraging independently on bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis). None of the abundant species present appeared to forage other than randomly with respect to other flower occupants. This was especially surprising for honeybees which have been reported to more readily tolerate, or even ,form, clumped distributions (Kalmus 1954 , Benest 1976 ). However, contagious distributions of honeybees may occur only under unusual circumstances; the data of Kalmus (1954) were gathered from a small number of feeding dishes and are quite artificial. Benest's (1976) Kevan 1976 , Thorp et al. 1976 ; and onion nectar is intensely fluorescent (Thorp et al. 1975) . Recently Heinrich (1979) has shown that bumblebee foragers reject many more nectar depleted (recently visited) white clover (Trifolium repens) heads than heads with abundant nectar. Rejee-tion was accomplished without landing and the cue was probably scent of nectar (Heinrich 1979 
